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ABSTRACT 
The 216 Public Rights of Ways (ROWs), which intersect the coast of Rhode Island 
are important in that they help to uphold the Public Trust Doctrine or the right of the 
public to freely enjoy the pleasures of the shoreline. Unfortunately, as the Ocean State's 
population has risen over the past decade and the pressures along its coastline have 
increased, the number ofROWs being designated from year to year as public has 
declined dramatically. Furthermore, the budget allotted to the Rhode Island Coastal 
Resource Management Council (CRMC) to discover and designate these pathways to the 
inter-tidal areas of the State have all but disappeared. If future generations of Rhode 
Islanders are to utilize of the State's shorelines in other ways than flocking to its already 
crowded beaches, then the existing ROWs should be made as accessible as possible. 
The purpose of this thesis was to study a sample of the existing Rhode Island ROW s 
in hopes of discovering how important various factors are in determining public utility. 
The factors taken into account include the number of parking spaces at a particular site, 
whether or not a site was marked or not, whether or not a site was maintained, the 
population of the town the ROW was located in as well as its population densities, and 
the property values of single family homes in towns where ROW s were located. Along 
with these variables, site amenities were also examined. 
Data were collected from forty randomly picked sites over the course of a fifteen-
week summertime study. The sites were located in twelve coastal towns ranging from 
Westerly to Tiverton. Information was obtained by conducting spot checks of the sites 
on weekends, as this was the most likely time that people might utilize the sites. Once 
the data was gathered it was then analyzed using Statistical Analysis Systems (SAS). 
The statistics indicate that markers/signs do in fact attract more people to sites as people 
were three times as likely to visit a site that was properly marked compared to one with 
no marker. Sites that had more parking spaces did gamer more of the public, but only 
when the amount of spaces was over twelve. Surprisingly, sites with one to twelve 
parking spaces captured about the same amount of people as sites with no parking spaces. 
Sites that were maintained attracted almost five times as many people as sites that were 
not maintained. Property values, town populations, and population densities all showed 
no relationships to the amount of people making use of sites. Site amenities that 
registered high on the SAS stepwise procedure were parking spaces, sunbathing, and boat 
launches. 
At the outset of the study, it was assumed that parking spaces would play a more 
significant role in attracting the public. It was also assumed that ROWs located in more 
populated towns or towns with higher population densities would account for more 
people and would therefore need more parking access. In light of the fact that the results 
in no way supported this, it would be hard to make an argument for expanding parking 
opportunities. However, a case could be made that when there are many spaces available 
the public is more apt to know about a spot and make use of it, as was the case in the 
study. Therefore, towns might expand parking opportunities at sites, which are known to 
be frequented regularly by the public, as was the case with the Black Point area in 
Narragansett. Recommendations could also be made for towns to clearly mark and 
maintain already existing sites. Special attention could also be paid to garbage removal 
and to curtailing after hour activities at popular spots where abutting landowners might 
be disturbed. Finally, the public could be made more aware of the existing sites through 
better distribution fROW ma! s. Perhafs inexrensive maps could be distributed in 
newspaper form at locations where much of the public frequents such as supermarkets, 
gas stations, and convenience stores. 
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Having been an avid surfer and beachgoer for over two decades as well as a 
commercial shellfisherman for the past five years, personal experience has made it very 
clear that gaining access to Rhode Islands' shores is getting more and more difficult. Not 
long ago in Rhode Island, it would be common to park and use an out of the way trail that 
may or may not have been a designated as a Public Right Of Way (ROW). Now 
shoreline visitors encounter newly erected "no parking" signs and "neighborhood 
association" signs warning that "violators will be prosecuted" if they attempt to park near 
or make use of a private access-way (See Figure 1 ). Commonly associated with these 
signs are notices from the local police departments restricting access as well. 
Furthermore, although it appears that it warning signs are more frequently encountered, 
signs denoting public access opportunities are few and far between, and are sometimes 
tom down by vandals. 
Making matters worse is the attitude of many riparian landowners who believe that 
they own the tidal areas out to the end of their docks, as well as, the landside street in 
front of their expensive houses. A current case that illustrates the ongoing battle between 
shore-side users and riparian owners is the issue of whether shellfish divers should be 
allowed to dive in the coastal ponds. When diving was legal in Potters Pond, (South 
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that their dogs would disturb the bottom sediments, and even threatened one diver 
resulting in the State Police being summoned. 
The landowners argue that the divers are taking all of the clams, which from a legal 
standpoint is allowable since everything below the mean high tide line is public property. 
It is apparent that many riparian owners simply do not want to see anyone in front of their 
houses. When Moonstone Oysters fought to get their two-acre lease in The Great Salt 
Pond, they experienced the same bias. Waterfront homeowners did not want to see docks 
were observed hitting golf balls at the divers. They also threw tennis balls out into the 
water, so anyone, especially muddy oyster growers, in front of their homes ruining their 
million dollar views. 
Unfortunately, since this thesis began, the situation has not improved. It is believed 
that as the bubble burst in the stock market, many a skittish investor has decided to put 
their money into the safer venue of the real estate market. Residents in New York, 
Connecticut, and Massachusetts have also discovered that buying a vacation home in 
Martha's Vineyard, Nantucket, or Long Island is quite costly when compared to the 
relative bargains found in Rhode Island. These factors, along with some of the lowest 
mortgage rates in history have resulted in real estate prices skyrocketing in Rhode Island 
over the past few years. 
What this means is that fewer Rhode Islanders can afford to own their waterfront 
properties. As more and more traditional Rhode Islanders such as fishermen, local 
merchants, and tradesmen, are replaced by wealthy out-of-towners, history has shown 
that the new tenants are not likely to want strangers anywhere near their expensive 
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vacation homes. Due to the astronomical cost ofreal estate, it was assumed that 
designating additional ROWs in Rhode Island would occur less frequently in the future. 
An initial survey revealed that of 26 public rights of ways (ROWs) in Jamestown and 
Narragansett, 18 were not marked. Four sites in Narragansett forbade parking, while 
parking at most of Jamestown's sites seemed fairly inadequate. Furthermore, most of the 
sites were not maintained. This was obvious, as in some instances sites were obscured by 
what appeared to be years worth of overgrowth. In one instance, a large sailboat was 
balanced on blocks precariously close to one ROW; so much so in fact, that even the 
most hardened trespasser might have thought twice before walking under it. 
This study's intent was to examine the present ROW situation in Rhode Island. In 
doing this, it is hoped that valuable information may be gathered concerning what makes 
a particular ROW useful as well as factors that hinder a ROW's usefulness. The ultimate 
goal was to discover what can be done to increase the public's chances of enjoying the 
Ocean State's shores. In light of the fact that Rhode Island's shores are becoming 
increasingly privatized, and the prospect that there may be fewer and fewer ROWs 
designated in the future, it is felt that the most should be made out of the existing ROWs 
that are already deemed public. 
This study attempted to analyze the public's utilization of public rights of ways to 
tidal areas of the State of Rhode Island. Public utilization was defined as using a ROW to 
get from a public street or roadway to the shore. Comparisons are made between rights 
of ways, which are easily accessible, and those, which were not as accessible. Access is 
defined as those sites, which are easily visually recognized from the road, as well as 
being easily traversed. Thus, easily accessible rights of ways are characterized as those, 
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which are marked, have ample parking, and are maintained. Less accessible rights of 
ways are those without markers, with little or no parking, and those, which are not 
maintained (vegetation growth making access prohibitive). Other variables possibly 
affecting ROW utilization, which are examined, include town populations, population 
density, and median single-family home prices in the towns selected. 
Hypotheses 
Due to the fact that ROWs encompass many different attributes and shortcomings, it 
was hypothesized that site characteristics would affect the number of people attracted to 
certain sites. These site characteristics or variables are broken down into the following, 
which are directly tested. 
1. It is hypothesized that the number of people visiting unmarked sites was significantly 
smaller than the number visiting marked sites. The reason for this is that sites 
possessing markers were probably better known to the general public, therefore 
capturing more repeat users. They also have the potential to capture more visitors 
because they were marked leaving them open to casual passers by, or people who had 
no idea they were there and discovered them because of their sign. On the other 
hand, sites without markers are probably not as well known and frequented. Unlike 
ROWs with markers, it was doubtful that a casual passerby would notice or use an 
unmarked site. 
2. It is hypothesized that the number of people visiting sites with fewer parking spaces is 
significantly smaller than the number visiting sites with more spaces. The rationale 
behind this is that if people are unable to park at or near a site then they would be less 
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likely to use it. It was also believed that the more spaces a site has the more people 
will utilize it. This was because repeat users might be more inclined to visit a spot 
where they know they will easily be able to park as opposed to a site where they 
might have to leave because there were not enough spaces. ROWs with few or no 
spaces might gamer less visitors just by the fact that people can not get anywhere 
near it much like a retail business that suffers because there is not enough parking 
thereby prohibiting consumers from shopping there. 
3. It is hypothesized that the number of people visiting inadequately maintained sites 
would be significantly smaller than the number of people visiting maintained sites 
(maintenance as relating to this hypothesis means keeping sites clear of obstructions, 
mainly in the area of vegetation overgrowth). This is because sites that are 
overgrown are less likely to be noticed by the casual passerby. They are also more 
difficult to navigate due to their overgrown nature. The fact that many people are 
cautious of deer ticks that might be harboring Lyme Disease is also a reason people 
might be adverse to using overgrown sites. Sites that have much vegetation might 
also give the appearance of not being a ROW at all. On the other hand, sites that are 
well maintained are more readily recognized and are easier to use and enjoy. 
4. It is hypothesized that ROWs located in towns with high property values would 
receive significantly less public utility than those located in lower property value 
neighborhoods. It is assumed that people who live in towns with high property values 
would not want the general public frequenting their neighborhoods. Through first 
hand experience, it has been observed that many well to do towns or neighborhoods 
often form neighborhood associations such as "beach and lake associations" and 
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"boating associations", which are really just exclusionary forms of keeping the 
general public or out-of-towners away from their neighborhood. There might be less 
signs posting ROWs in these towns, less maintenance, and less opportunities to park. 
On the other hand, towns with more moderate property values that are not quite as 
exclusive might not be as prone to keeping people out. 
5. It is hypothesized that towns with greater populations would receive significantly 
more public utility than those with fewer people. Here it was simply assumed that in 
towns with greater populations, more people would know about the sites in their 
towns and make use of them. People in highly populated towns might also want to 
get away from crowded beaches or parks, thus being more prone to utilize quiet out of 
the way ROWs. 
6. It is hypothesized that towns with greater population densities(# of people per square 
mile) would receive significantly more public utility than those with fewer people. 
After thinking about town populations it became clear that a town might be 
geographically larger, thereby possessing more residents than say a town half the size. 
Examining population density evens the field. The assumptions of why people would 
be more likely to use ROW s in more densely populated towns are the same as the 
assumptions made in the previous hypothesis. 
Significance of Study 
ROWs are an important asset to many diverse groups of Rhode Islanders, including 
both recreational and commercial users. Some of the many user groups include 
sunbathers, swimmers, hikers, joggers, sport fishermen, wildlife enthusiasts, sightseers, 
recreational and commercial shellfishermen, and surfers. Many advocates ofROWs feel 
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that if more of the public were able to make use of ROW s, there might be less congestion 
at the State's beaches. 
If the above hypothesis can be supported, then a good portion of a valuable public 
resource is being underutilized. As demand for ROW s continues to rise, it is important 
that these sites are easily accessible. This is even more important now that the future 
designation of ROW s seems to be on the decline. The execution of this study determines 
how important markers, parking, and general upkeep are to the public in their use of 
ROWs. 
Information collected in this study might be used as a guide for the CRMC in 
determining which sites are in need of markers. Their Shoreline Access Marking 
Program could then utilize this. This program is responsible for issuing letters of 
permissions to municipalities to erect ROW marker posts and signs visually representing 
the location of public access points to the shore (CRMC Designation, 1999, 2). The 
program then enters into agreement with the towns to mark the sites, erect signs, and 
maintain the sites. 
The CRMC also works as an advisory member of the Recreational Resources 
Review Committee (RRRC). This coordinated effort ensures that ROW s are included in 
funding requests and that projects proposed for funding under the auspices of the RRRC 
are consistent with the Council's goals for access development. This project's findings 
may be of importance in the future in helping to secure funding for ROW marking and 
maintenance. Information gathered from testing the sub-hypothesis could illustrate a 
profile ofROWs, which receive more use due to their characteristics. These data, might 
then be utilized by the CRMC and RRRC to earmark funds for sites which have 
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potentially higher utilization rates by the public. Municipalities in determining which 
sites are more heavily trafficked might then use this data. This in tum, could then be 
utilized by municipalities in determining which sites need more attention. 
It is also hoped that the general public may make use of this study by using it as a 
guide. This is especially true in regards to the literature section entitled legal avenues for 
securing public ROWs, which outlines and illustrates the four legal avenues one might 
wish to take when looking to secure a ROW for public use. 
Background/Literature Review 
Coastal Zone Management 
In most shoreline areas, the upland is traversed by a public road. This road is usually 
accompanied by several privately owned beachfront lots. When someone crosses one of 
these lots in order to get to the shore, it is considered trespassing. But in order to reach 
the shoreline, one has to cross the upland someplace (Dreyfoos, 1979, 1). Up until the 
early 1970s, access to the Nation's shores was taken for granted even though the National 
Park Service had warned the American public that access to the coast was vanishing. 
After decades of development, much of it to the exclusion of the public, what Americans 
were ultimately left with were signs indicating "Private Property---Keep Out", "No 
Tresspassing--Private Beach", or "Lots For Sale" (Ducsik, 1974, xiv). Due to 
development, the ways the public traditionally used to get to the shore were eliminated. 
Compounding the problem was the fact that public demand for beach recreation 
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increased. This in tum led to overcrowding of beach areas, parking problems, and the 
general decline of beach recreation available to the public (Dreyfoos, 1979, 1). 
By the time the public finally recognized what was happening, the solutions to the 
problem were not so easy. The shoreline or transitional zone where land and sea 
intermingle is also the place where private property and private interests conflict with 
public interests. "In few areas is the pressure of so many actual and potential uses felt 
within such a constricted space. Seaports, housing developments, city garbage dumps, 
waterfront industries, shellfisheries, yacht marinas, and other recreational facilities are 
illustrative of the uses that compete and conflict within the invaluable ribbon ofland and 
water" (Garretson, 1968, 1). It was against this backdrop of 1950s and 1960s 
development that led to conservation and recreation movements. These groups were 
instrumental in helping to champion what has now come to be known as coastal zone 
management. Two studies conducted in the late 1960s, entitled Our Nation and the Sea 
conducted by Marine Science, Engineering, and Resources, and the Department of 
Interior's National Estuary Study led the way for national coastal zone management 
legislative proposals (Legislative History of CZMA, 1976, 1). Finally, in 1972, the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) was passed and put into effect. 
The CZMA was important in that it gave incentive to states to promote and secure 
public access. States participating in the Federal program would set up state coastal zone 
management programs and therefore be eligible to receive Federal funds. "The Secretary 
may, in accordance with section 315 and in accordance with such rules and regulations as 
the Secretary shall promulgate, make grants to any coastal state for the purpose of 
acquiring lands to provide for access to public beaches and other public coastal areas of 
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environmental, recreational, historical, esthetic, ecological, or cultural value, and for the 
preservation of islands. The amount of any such grant shall not exceed 50 [percent] of 
the cost of the project involved; except that, in the case of acquisition of any estuarine 
sanctuary, the Federal share of the cost thereof shall not exceed $2,000,000" (CZMA, 
1972, sec. 315). 
Despite the incentives included in the CZMA, states have differed in how quickly 
they developed their programs. In 1978, Ohio was cited as typical of most northern 
industrialized states in that the coast was not of major issue to its citizens. Reasons for 
this included little access to the shore because of private ownership, few recreation 
opportunities, inclement weather, and the virtual extinction of fishing in Lake Erie 
(Public Support for CZMPs, 1978, 6&7). In North Carolina, there was little support for 
the State program from the region it was supposed to manage. The State's program was 
perceived by the coastal communities to have been based on negative incentives and 
misconceptions such as the availability of money and Federal threat (Public Support for 
CZMPs, 1978, 13 & 14). 
Unlike Ohio and North Carolina, California was one state, which had expressed 
concern over coastal issues, often in its legislation prior to the federal program (Public 
Support for CZMPs, 1978, 9). In 1979, the Coastal Public Access Program was 
legislated in California calling for a trail route linking state parks, federal recreation 
areas, and other areas of significance located in coastal areas. "One of the priorities of 
both the California Coastal Commission and the State Coastal Conservancy has been to 
ensure public access to the shoreline" (The California Coastal Trail, 2000, 1 ). Today, the 
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legislature and the public support the plan of a coastal trail linking the entire California 
coast. 
The Virginia Coastal Resource Management Program is interesting in that the State 
recognizes the fragility of the coastal environment. While public access is fully 
supported it may sometimes not be a top priority. Virginia subdivides coastal areas into 
"Geographic Areas of Particular Concern." What this does is categorize sites into coastal 
primary sand dunes, oyster seedbeds, etc. It then goes on to list concerns as well as a 
planning and management program. Finally, it lists priority of uses. For primary dunes 
they would include: "1. Preservation, 2. Conservation, 3. Recreation, (which does not 
alter the dune or damage its vegetation), and 4. Development. Development in coastal 
dune systems is the lowest priority use of these areas, and the State discourages such 
action" (Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program, 1986, v-11). 
During development in the 1970s, Florida used a variety of methods to secure access. 
As Boca Raton was facing condominium development, the residents preserved beach 
recreation by passing bond issues for the acquisition of beach parks. Martin County 
residents also reacted to encroaching development by raising money. The result was a 
series of 100-foot wide strips of land spaced at half mile intervals. Broward County 
acquired some ten foot wide strips of land, but came under criticism because they did not 
provide for parking, in effect only making access available to the immediate residents 
(Dreyfoos, 1979, 2). 
Connecticut's coastal management program has been a standout among coastal states 
in that it has recently acquired 8.2 new miles of public access. The State uses the concept 
of mitigation, whereby private developers are encouraged to include a public component 
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in their site plan. This translates into developers getting their permit while the public is 
secured access (Nixon, 1992, 2). 
Access to Maine's shoreline has had a troublesome past. This is due largely to the 
fact that shoreline property can be owned up to the mean low water mark. This means 
that property owners may keep the public off their intertidal lands, greatly hindering 
public access. However, the Maine Coastal Management Program combined with the 
Land for Maine's Future Fund acquired over 2,000 acres ofland with over 10,000 feet of 
coastal frontage. Funding was given to 18 projects to enhance access with additional 
funding going to a discovery program that added 37 new public ROW, (Nixon, 1992, 3). 
Shoreline property owners in Massachusetts also own up to the mean low water line. 
Efforts to pass a bill expanding the rights of the public in the intertidal zone were 
attempted but never received enough support. In 1991, a bill was passed to authorize the 
purchase of easements in the intertidal zone, and like Connecticut, Massachusetts 
emphasizes public access when examining development proposals (Nixon, 1992, 4). 
Rhode Island like many other coastal states, has witnessed much of the same in terms 
of coastal development and dwindling access opportunities. "During the economic boom 
of the 1980s, undeveloped coastal lots all but disappeared, and coastal real estate prices 
skyrocketed. As private ownership of coastal property increased, public access 
opportunities diminished. Traditional access points are cut off by "no trespass" signs, 
gates, bushes, and other barriers" (Pogue, 1993, v). 
The demand for access to Rhode Island's shoreline is increasing. The coastal zone of 
Rhode Island is one of the most densely populated coastal zones in the country with 
approximately 1,000 people per square mile. Most of this population lives within a half 
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hours drive of the shore (Ellsworth, 1978, B-10). Making matters worse is the fact that 
only about 25 percent of the State's 420 miles of shoreline can be accessed by rights of 
ways. This is due to harbors, docks, rocky ledges, and shear cliffs (Ellsworth, 1978, B-
10). To further complicate matters, add to this the ever increasing development of Rhode 
Island's shoreline areas. "The forces of increasing inland populations, combined with 
private development of the shore, result in greatly increased pressures for more 
designation or acquisition of public coastal access sites" (Pogue, 1993, v). 
Rhode Island has been concerned about public access as early as the 1950s. In 1957, 
the Right of Way Commission was established. It was the Commissions task to discover, 
and record ROWs. The commission lasted up until 1978, when the torch was passed to 
the Coastal Resources Management Council (CRMC). In accordance with its legislative 
mandate in General Laws R.I. 46-23-17, the CRMC was charged with the task of 
discovering and designating all public rights of ways. "The council shall be responsible 
for the designation of all public rights of ways to the tidal waters of the state" ( General 
Laws ofR.I. 46-23-6, 1995). The Council "requires all applicants for coastal permits to 
demonstrate that proposed activities will neither interfere with nor adversely affect public 
access. Second, by carrying on a continuous process of discovery and designation of all 
public right of ways to the tidal waters of the State, the Council provides shore-goers with 
a clear definition of usable pathways to the shore" (CRMC Briefing, 1987, 2). 
The CRMC defines ROWs as "typically historical pathways that provide access to 
and from a given area. ROWs are typically narrow strips ofland that run perpendicular 
to the shore from nearby streets or public parking areas" (CRMC Briefing, 1987, 2). 
After discovering potential ROWs, the CRMC must then properly designate those ROWs 
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as public, not public, or unresolved. This has proven to be a challenge, as over the years 
ROWs can be obscured both physically and legally due to developments and encroaching 
abutting landowners. In 1977, the CRMC listed the following management problems in 
their Coastal Resources Management Program: 
1. The distribution of coastal rights of ways is uneven. 
2. Public rights of ways along substantial lengths of the shoreline remain unverified. 
3. Public rights in many presumed rights of ways are contested. 
4. Rights of ways must be posted to encourage use and prevent trespass on private 
property. 
5. Parking space at popular rights of ways is frequently inadequate. 
6. Vandalism, littering and trespass on adjacent private holdings are issues of growing 
concern (State of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Mgt. Program, 1977,146). 
Unfortunately, many of these access problems still exist over twenty years later. 
As of June 1999, 216 ROWs have been designated in the State of Rhode Island. It is 
the CRMC's goal to designate at least one ROW for every mile of Rhode Island's 420 
mile shoreline. With 216 ROWs already deemed public, the CRMC is more than half 
way towards achieving their goal. However, despite the booming economy of the late 
90s, and a greater demand for public access, the CRMC has fallen on hard times in the 
designation process. This is due to major budget constraints. Original funding for the 
ROW program was $30,000. Funding then fell to $15,000. It now stands at $5,000 
(CRMC Designation, 1999, 3). Five thousand dollars does not go very far when taking 
into account such things as legal fees, stenographers, public hearings, staff costs, and 
advertising. As a result, for the first time no new ROWs were designated during the 
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period of July 1998 through June 1999. The future outlook is even bleaker, with zero 
funding expected. 
"Access along the shore has been a common expectation and legal right for 
generations of Rhode Islanders" (Pogue, 1993, v). In Rhode Island, the public's rights 
along the shore include fishing from the shore, taking seaweed from the shore, leaving 
the shore to bathe in the sea, and passing along the shore. The rational for this dates back 
to Justinian times when such lands were deemed to be so unique in their nature that no 
one person could rightly own them. According to Roman Emperor Justinian, "Nobody is 
therefore prohibited to come to the sea shore" (Robinson, 1983, 10). This way of 
thinking has held up through the centuries and is employed today in Americas' legal 
system. The Public Trust Doctrine holds that the beach and water below the mean high 
tide line belong to the state, and more importantly the public. "The people shall continue 
to enjoy and freely exercise all of the rights of the fishery, and the privileges of the shore" 
(R.I. Constitution Art. I Section 17). 
The preservation of public ROW s is a key element in upholding the public trust. 
Without these narrow pathways, the shoreline is effectively cut off to most of the public. 
As most waterfront property has been bought up or developed within the past few 
decades, more and more reliance has been placed on access ways which dot the coast 
(Public Access R.I. Coast, 1993, v). While one might think that everyone would be in 
favor of improving access to the shoreline, the case is quite the contrary. The issue over 
ROWs has been hotly contested for years. Typically, whenever a new ROW comes up 
for designation, opposition is in the form of abutting landowners (Nixon, 1992, 1 ). 
Testimony such as "If the state takes over it will cause problems for the neighborhood" 
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(Turrey, 1997), and "A public ROW would constitute an unnecessary burden on the 
abutting land owners" (Britter, 1997) are all too commonplace at ROW designation 
hearings. 
Controversy does not end even when proposed ROWs are declared public. It took 
nearly ten years after the Black Point Area, in Narragansett, was declared a public ROW 
to receive a sign and a parking area. It is common for ROWs to remain relatively 
obscure. One of the reasons for this is that many municipalities do not want the burden 
of having many people visiting the sites. In other words, they do not want to deal with 
erecting signs, brush and or garbage maintenance, and parking concerns. In Rhode Island, 
the CRMC pays for and supplies the ROW markers to the municipalities. The individual 
municipalities are in charge of erecting the signs as well as determining parking, and 
maintenance of the sites (Cute, personal correspondence, 3/27/00). If the town does not 
mark or publicize the site, then the problem of having many visitors is solved. "The 
people come by, they look for a place to walk down onto the beach or onto the rocky 
headlands, but they don't find any, so they have to keep going. As far as the town is 
concerned, that is its way of solving the problem" (Public Access Maine, 1978, 15). In 
many municipalities, it is only the locals who know about and make use of the ROW s. 
The out-of-towners do not know where they are and are not likely to find them. The local 
politicians know who the voters are, so things are not likely to change (Robinson, 1983, 
50). 
Another argument opponents make about publicizing sites is that if you publicize it 
for everyone, then the general public will be focussed on one section of your town. This 
in tum will lead to vandalism and litter problems (Public Access Maine, 1978, 16). It is 
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ironic and not surprising that one of the most common forms of vandalism at ROWs is 
the destruction of site markers. 
Perhaps the most common complaint heard when the subject ofROWs is contested is 
the problem of parking. It is not uncommon for one to encounter a series of"No 
Parking" signs when approaching a ROW. Many ROWs are likely to be enjoyed by the 
neighboring residents who live within walking distance of the site. If there is no parking 
available, then use by anyone other than the immediate neighborhood resident is 
effectively denied (Robinson, 1983, 47). "The more people you get down there, the more 
problems you have with cars, the less access the locals are going to have" (Public Access 
Maine, 1978, 28). In Rhode Island, "every state department controlling State Owned 
Land close or adjacent to discovered rights of ways are authorized to set out such land as 
may be deemed necessary for public parking, however, no improvement shall be 
undertaken by any State Agency until plans have been submitted to and approved by the 
governing body of the local municipality"(Giangiacomo, 1976, A-2). The result of this is 
that parking is inadequate at many of the State's ROWs. 
----....., 
While Rhode Island does not keep its ROWs a secret, they are not widely publicized. 
It was recommended in 1976 by the Public Rights of Ways Commission report, that 
"public awareness of the availability of rights of way for recreational purposes should be 
increased either by the publication of suitable maps for general distribution on a regular 
basis, or by incorporating this information into the existing recreation tourist map format" 
(PROWCR, 1976, 9). At present, there are no street signs which would indicate a ROW, 
nor are ROWs included on places of interest in town maps, or distributed. However, 
people visiting Rhode Island can make use of the Public Access to the Rhode Island 
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Coast Guide. This is a very comprehensive guide including colored maps and detailed 
descriptions of sites in every township. The guides are available for $10.00 at the CRMC 
and at town tourism centers. 
Legal avenues for securing public rights of ways 
There are four legal avenues one might explore when investigating a prospective 
ROW and they are: 
1. Public trust doctrine; 
2. Dedication; 
3. Prescription; and 
4. Customary use. 
The public trust 
The public trust doctrine holds that the beach and water below the mean high tide 
line belong to the state, and more importantly to the public. As stated above, in Rhode 
Island, the rights of the public include: 
1. Fishing from the shore; 
2. Taking seaweed from the shore; 
3. Leaving the shore to bathe in the sea; and 
4. Passing along the shoreline 
Securing these rights for the public has proved to be a challenge in the 
past. It is also an ongoing challenge today especially in the face of waterfront properties' 
skyrocketing values. 
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The case of Borough of Neptune City v. Borough of Avon by the Sea in New Jersey 
(294A.2d 47 N.J 1972) held that a town could not discriminate against non-residents by 
requiring them to pay more in beach fees. The courts reasoning for this was that the 
public trust doctrine requires that municipal beaches be open to all of the public on equal 
terms. But, this has not always been the case in towns such as Narragansett Rhode 
Island, which continue to discriminate between residents and non residents by charging 
non-residents more to get on the beach and making parking prohibitive by means of 
charging expensive daily fees. Likewise, in Greenwich Connecticut, where it was 
recently ruled that everyone could use the town beach, no parking signs were erected all 
over the nearby streets and exorbitant parking rates were put into effect for 
"out-of-towners" thus making use of the beach impossible. 
Another case, which illustrates how the public trust doctrine can influence outcomes 
is the landmark Illinois Central Railroad v. Illinois(146 U.S 387, 1892). This case was 
huge in that it actually overturned legislation, which had ceded ownership and control of 
over a thousand acres of submerged lands in the harbor of Chicago to the Illinois Central 
Railroad. The reasoning in this case was that the State in holding dominion over these 
lands can never grant them in disregard of the public trust. 
A victory for the public trust in Rhode Island occurred in 1991. In Hall v. 
Nascimento (594 A.2d 874, R.I. 1991), the dispute centered around land created by the 
placing of fill below the mean high tide line. It was argued that all land created by the 
placing of fill below the mean high tide remains subject to the public trust doctrine. The 
court held that "such filled or submerged land owned in fee by the State and subject to 
the public trust doctrine may be conveyed by the State to a private individual by way of a 
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legislative grant, provided the effect of the transfer is not inconsistent with the precepts of 
the public trust doctrine"(594 A.2d 874, R.11991). However, this opinion was dealt a 
serious blow just four years later in the Greater Providence Chamber of Commerce et al. 
V. State of Rhode Island. It was held in this case that "a littoral owner who fills along his 
or her shore line, whether to the harbor line or otherwise, with the acquiescence or the 
express or implied approval of the State and improves upon the land in justifiable reliance 
on the approval, would be to establish title to that land that is free and clear. Once the 
littoral owner acquires title to land in this manner, the State cannot reacquire it on the 
strength of the public trust doctrine alone" (94-153-A PC 1476, 1995 p.14). It was also 
held that "the establishment of a harbor line constituted a license, that is, permission, or 
an invitation, to fill to the harbor line. Once the invitation was accepted or the permission 
was acted upon, the upland owner who relied on the government permission acquired title 
from the State" (94-153-A PC 1476, 1995 p.15). The only stipulation was that the littoral 
owners created property does not in fact interfere with the public trust rights of the 
fishery, commerce, and navigation. This might lead one to argue the point that filling in 
of submerged lands does interfere with the public trust rights, as once filled, these lands 
can no longer hold water commerce, be fished, or be navigated upon. One could also 
argue that large developments built upon filled lands such as the ones owned by 
Narragansett Electric and Providence Gas do in fact interfere with the public's right to 
pass along the shore. What this ruling essentially did was open the door to anyone who 
could successfully fill lands while no one was looking. 
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1 Public easement by prescription 
"A prescriptive easement is acquired by continuous, uninterrupted, exclusive use that 
is open and notorious under claim of right for the prescriptive period (Christie, 1991, 
p.40). In Rhode Island, this period is ten years. Establishing easements by prescription 
can be problematic especially in terms of deeming them public. The fact that the word 
continuous is included in the definition, implies that access cannot be seasonal or 
sporadic. The Rhode Island Supreme Court's decision in Daniels v. Blake (99 A 2d 7 R.I 
1991) illustrates this. The court found that since Daniels only used a path during the 
summer months, that this did not constitute a continuous use. 
Another problem, which arises when examining easements by prescription, is the 
area of adverse use. But, how does one constitute adverse use? In Daytona Beach v. 
Tona-Rama Inc. (271 So.2d 765 App. Fla 1973), it was found that the public's use of the 
beach around the defendant's pier was actually helping rather than hindering his 
establishment. The Daniels case also found no grounds for adverse use as the disputing 
parties were on friendly terms when the strip of land was used, thus the use was deemed 
perm1ss1ve. 
The Black Point case in Narragansett provides evidence on the grounds that a 
shoreline path "was used regularly by fishermen and others in motorized vehicles (for 
more than a ten year period). Those who used the vehicles on the shoreline path to gain 
access to the shore at Black Point did so under claim of right, no permission was asked 
for from the owner, and no permission was received by the owner" (Nixon, 1990, p.108). 
These facts clearly fill the continuous, uninterrupted, exclusive use that is the open and 
notorious and adverse requirements of prescription. 
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Protection for landowners against adverse use can be found in the "open fields 
doctrine," which is employed in many jurisdictions. This doctrine holds that, 
undeveloped and unenclosed areas are presumably used under "license" of the property 
owners. The reasoning behind this doctrine, is that it would be unfair to require an owner 
to fence in his land or guard against trespassers. Secondly, it is generally felt that it 
would be unfortunate if owners were forced to exclude the public. United States courts 
have affirmed that harmless trespass should not be discouraged and that it would be 
unfair to penalize the generous owner. A third reason is to protect private ownership 
(Nixon, 1978, 71). 
Some jurisdictions such as Hawaii embrace this doctrine and encourage property 
owners to provide access. However, private property owners in Rhode Island have 
traditionally held strong beliefs in what their private property rights are. One of these 
rights, included in the private property bundle, is the right to privacy or more importantly 
exclusion of the public. Evidence of this can be seen all over New England in the forms 
of fences and stonewalls. 
The open fields doctrine, while seemingly a good deal for everyone, does raise an 
important issue. This is the issue of liability. Private property owners are liable for any 
accident or injury on their premises. If one willingly lets the public use the property, then 
one might open themselves up to a lawsuit. The fact that the public is on private property 
"under license of the owner" would also point the finger ofresponsibility toward the 
owner. On the other hand, if one can prove that the public was discouraged from 
trespassing, then the owner might not be as vulnerable to liability. 
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The issue of liability has come up in Rhode Island. "In 1977, the Rhode Island 
General Assembly enacted the Landowner Liability Law, which provides for the 
limitation of liability of landowners who register with the DEM their voluntary 
permission for opening up their lands to the general public without charge for 
recreational purposes. While the landowner liability law has been on the books for over a 
decade, it has been largely neglected. The hikers and horsemen who advocated its 
passage felt it should apply automatically to landowners who allow recreation (by not 
posting their property against trespassing) and grew dissuaded by the difficulty in 
persuading landowners to register their properties" (CRMC Designing, 1988, p. 26-27). 
Public easements by dedication 
Dedication of property to the public requires no time period. Instead, the 
determining factors rely on the intents of the parties involved. "In the case of dedication 
by acquiescence, the owners' intent is the determining factor" (Christie, 1991 p.42). A 
classic case, which illustrates this is Gion v. City of Santa Cruz (465 P.2d 50 Cal. 1970). 
The property in question had been traversed and used by the public for recreational use 
dating back to the 1800s. Over many decades, emergency land-slide alarm systems were 
installed by the town, $500,000 was spent by the town on anti-erosion measures, 
guardrails were installed, parking lots oiled, and ice plant was planted by school children 
to help halt erosion. During the period of approximately twenty years of ownership, the 
owner only posted a few private property signs, which quickly vanished. Furthermore, 
the owner never excluded anyone from the property. The court held that "dedication of 
the property to the public can be proved either by showing acquiescence of the owner in 
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use of land under circumstances that negate the idea that the use is under license" ( 465 
P.2d 50 Cal. 1970). 
Courts in Rhode Island differ from the above California case in that "there must be 
words or conduct on the part of the owner that reasonably tend to demonstrate such an 
intent to dedicate" (Nixon, 1978, p.68). The court also introduces the idea of manifest 
intent on the part of the owner to dedicate. "They have stated that it is essential to a valid 
dedication that there be a manifested intent by the owner to dedicate the land in question 
for the use of the public as well as an acceptance by the proper authorities or by the 
general public" (Nixon, 1978 p. 68). One might ask what is meant by manifested intent. 
In the case of Daniels, the fact that the owner was silent and acquiesced a public use was 
enough to find grounds for intent. This gives a much broader scope to dedication than if 
it were merely limited to verbal or written agreements. 
Returning to the Black Point case, one can see much evidence in support of a 
possible dedication. The fact that the public had used the path for such a significant 
period of time ( evidence showed use dating back to the nineteenth century) fills the 
requirement of acceptance by the public. Intent to dedicate can be inferred from the fact 
that the Lowne's (former owners of the parcel) response to public use was silence and 
acquiescence. Further evidence shows that the Lownes never attempted to exclude the 
public and "even allowed a reference to the customary public use to appear in their deed" 
(Nixon, 1990 p. 106). 
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Public easements by custom 
Customary use is another way in which, unrestricted passage or use by the public can 
be secured. The requirements of custom include antiquity, continuity, freedom from 
dispute, reasonableness, certainty, obligation, and consistency with the law. State ex rel. 
Thornton v. Hay (462 P.2d 671 Oregon 1969) illustrates this. The Supreme Court of 
Oregon found that because the public had traditionally made use of the dry sand area of 
the beach for as long as anyone could remember or find in the history books, the public 
was entitled to its use. Furthermore, the owner of the dry sand area was not permitted to 
fence off the area as to exclude others. 
While custom has made a bit of a comeback in some states, it receives little use in 
Rhode Island. The reason for this is simple. It is much easier to dig back in the records 
sixty years to find evidence of dedication or prescription than it is to find evidence of 
ancient use. When trying to acquire an easement, only one out of three categories 
( dedication, prescription, custom) needs to be filled. Custom is by far the toughest 
requirement. 
Methodology 
Data used in this study consisted of primary data. Information was collected on a 
town by town basis. Forty ROW s of the 216 deemed public were randomly chosen. Of 
the twenty-one towns in Rhode Island, all were included in the random selection process 
except New Shoreham as this would have posed a logistical problem while gathering 
field information. Also, because it would have been logistically next to impossible to 
visit forty spread out sites during the course of a beach day, in some cases sites that were 
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in proximity to the others chosen were picked. When the selection was finished, the forty 
sites were spread out over twelve townships. (See Figure 2). Forty is equal to 18.5 
percent of the ROW population, which exceeds the minimum sample size of thirty by 25 
percent. 
After the sites had been selected, additional data were collected in the field relating 
to the six variables representing the six sub- hypothesis. This field study was conducted 
on a weekly basis for fifteen weeks spanning the months of June through October 2000. 
The number of parking spaces at each site was recorded as well as visitors and the 
number of cars. At the end of the investigation, a Pearson's Correlation was run. The 
reason for using a correlation statistic is that "the study seeks to identify the extent and 
degree to which the variables behave with respect to one another"(West, 1996, 167). 
Pearson's is a very useful statistic, as it can be used as an interim statistic both in multiple 
and partial correlation coefficients. The variable the study was interested in examining 
was people, where people are the dependent variable or the variable of interest, and cars 
is the independent variable. The additional independent variables are parking spaces, 
town population, and population density, and house values. The second dependent 
variable was cars, where parking spaces, town population, population density, and house 
values served as independent variables. 
The third step examined how ROW markers affected the use of sites. Sites with 
markers were compared to sites without markers. Since a site will either have a marker 
or not (yes or no), the data are binary. The statistical tools used in this case were 
averages and percentages as they lent themselves well to the binary data collected. The 
second variable within the binary data was maintained ( easily traversed) sites as opposed 
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FIGURE 2 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE 40 SITES 
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to not maintained (very overgrown). (See Figures 3 & 4) These were also examined 
utilizing averages and percentages. 
In addition to the categories given above, every site chosen was also described by its 
environmental and use characteristics. Characteristics used in this study of sites were 
essentially the same descriptions as those used by the Public Access to Rhode Island 
Coast Guide. It is hoped that by examining these characteristics, some useful information 

















Data collection took place over five months. Typically, the busiest time for outdoor 
activity is in the summer, as air temperatures and weather are generally conducive to 
outdoor activities. Thus, the field survey began in June and lasted through October. 
Every effort was made to monitor the sites during peak times; as a result, observations 
were conducted on the weekends between 10:00 am and 6:00 pm. 
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FIGURE 3 
EXAMPLE OF A MAINTAINED SITE 
Source: Author's photo, Knowlesway Extension, Narragansett. 
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FIGURE ➔ 
E\:Al\lPLE OF AN UNMAINTAINED SITE 
·,!;< "'""'· .''~1'.i1•~ ~ 
> -· ..... • -
..... .,..---"'l'f.-
·•-':: . .,-~: -_ l 
• ' 
i~t.Jiit•:'~ e/ -"•· 1 "--'-'·,~ 0~~ :~~:~~{~; 
~!. ~ ... ~~--- _.· . JI~~~-~-II!- ~~- - ~ ~4Wt.:~ 
•





_.,,.. -~ - --.,- '• 
I ~ ~ " , -, 
Source: Author's photo, Avondale A venue, Jamestown. 
31 
Once at an ROW, the number of cars and people making use of the site were 
recorded in a ledger with the time, date, and name of the site. In the case of sites with 
boat access as well as ROW access such as coastal ponds, persons may be asked how 
they arrived ifthere were boats observed in the vicinity. Due to the transportation 
question, a brief questionnaire was required (See Table 1). 
Project Assumptions 
In proceeding with this study, it was assumed that the public enjoys ROWs, and that 
demand for ROWs will continue to grow as more and more population pressure is put on 
the State's shorelines. It was also assumed that the summer months are the best times to 
observe this resource. The last and most important assumption made was that the 
weather during the survey period would be good enough to proceed with the data 
collection. As it turned out, while the summer of 2000 proved to be very wet, it did not 




How did you arrive here? SHORELINE PATH/ROW WATER 
Did you arrive by? CAR WALK BOAT OTHER 
How many people were in your vehicle? ___ _ 
How did you find out about this site? MAP WORD OF MOUTH SIGN OTHER 
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CHAPTER TWO 
STUDY AREA AND DATA COLLECTION 
Below is a list of towns and sites that were included during the course of the fifteen-
week study (See Table 2). There are also descriptions of the forty sites as well as 
activities that the sites seem most suited for and that were most commonly observed. (See 
Appendix 1). 
Upon visiting each ROW site for the first time, different factors were taken into 
consideration and recorded in a ledger. The first characteristic recorded was whether a 
site was clearly marked or not. This was easily accomplished as sites either possessed 
signs or did not. The second factor taken into consideration was whether a site was 
maintained. For the most part, this was a judgment call and only sites with overgrown 
vegetation that were heavily obscured were included in the not maintained category. The 
next task was to take into account the number of parking spaces at each site. Once again, 
this was subjective as some of the sites possessed paved parking areas with clearly 
marked lines, while others merely had small, side of the road dirt parking areas. Every 
effort was made to categorize a site's parking attributes correctly. After the first day of 
observation, the forty sites were assigned into the following parking categories (0, 1-3, 4-
6, 7-12, and 13 plus). The final entries recorded into the ledger were the different 
environmental characteristics, and the use of each site. 
After reviewing the forty sites, it was concluded that the sites did constitute a diverse 
representation of the different factors affecting sites. For instance, out of the forty sites, 
half did not posses signs, nine were not maintained, and there were a diverse number of 
parking categories and site characteristics. 
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TABLE2 
TOWNS AND SITES 
Westerly: Bluff A venue 
Manatuck A venue 
Avondale A venue 
South Kingstown: Ocean A venue 
Narragansett: Wandsworth Street 
Knowlesway Extension 
Hazard A venue 




Newport: Poplar Street 
Chestnut Street 
Pine Street 
Van Zandt Park 
Portsmouth: Child Street 
Tallman Street South 






Tiverton: Nannequit Bridge 








Source: Author's Field Study. 
East Providence: First Beachway 
Third Beachway 
East Greenwich: King Street 
Long Street 
Warwick: Ives Road 
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Elkins A venue 
Beachwood Street 
Sawyer Street 
Once the sites were characterized, the utilization information was gathered. Because 
there were forty sites that were spread out over the better part of Rhode Island's coastline, 
only so much time could be spent at each one. As a result, only about five to ten minutes 
were spent at each individual site. However, this proved to be enough time to observe the 
vicinity of each ROW and estimate how many people were using it, as well as, the 
number of cars present. Each of the fifteen survey days took about six hours to complete. 
Under ideal circumstances, two or three surveyors should have been used. This would 
have insured that the time intervals spent at all ROWs were equal. Unfortunately, there 
was only one person undertaking the study, thus observations were conducted between 





The first six variables that the study examined were people, cars, parking spaces, 
population of towns studied, population density of towns studied, and the median price 
for a single family home in the towns studied. More specifically, what the study was 
interested in finding out was how the different factors affected the number of people and 
cars turning up at the different sites. The first step in the examination of the data entailed 
discerning how the different variables related to one another, where people and cars were 
the dependent variables. It should be noted that the daily numbers of people and cars 
observed at the forty sites were merely the number found at the time of the spot checks 
and by no means represent the actual numbers that might be found over the course of an 
entire day. 
Spatial Relationships 
To get a general idea of how the variables related to one another, using the SAS 
(Statistical Analysis System), scatter diagrams were plotted. Although a defensible 
conclusion cannot be drawn as to whether there is a linear relationship or not between the 
variables by simply looking at the scatter diagrams, the diagrams are useful in that they 
can give a rough visual idea of how variables relate (Hayslett, 108,1968). Once the 
scatter diagrams were examined, the pairs of variables, which appeared to have the 
slightest chance of a linear relationship, were then chosen to undergo the next step in the 
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examination process. Those pairs, which showed absolutely no relationship whatsoever, 
were not taken into further consideration. 
In the following scatter diagrams and correlations, the values used for the variables 
people and cars were daily averages where the number of people or cars recorded at a site 
over the course of the study was tallied and then divided by 15 (number of days in the 
study). Parking spaces, house prices, population, and population density for the towns at 
different sites were determined at the beginning of the field study and remained constant 
throughout. 
Correlation 
The next step involved measuring how much of a linear relationship there is between 
our x and y variables (Hayslett, 108, 1968). This number is referred to as the correlation 
coefficient. There are a number of ways in which correlation coefficients can be 
computed. In this analysis the Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used. The 
formula, which will be utilized to compute this statistic is: 
Where: 
= 
I: is the sum; 
-
1-I: (X-X_) (Y-Y_) 
N- I 
(STD) (STDy) 
Xis the dependent variable; 
Y is the independent variable; 
N is the number of observations; and 
STD is the standard deviation. 
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Pearson Correlation interim statistics include: 









~(YI - Y_)2 
(N- 1) 
The r value or the correlation coefficient will always fall betweer, -1 and + 1. "A value of 
r equal to -1 indicates a perfect linear relationship between the sample values of x and y, 
with the value of y decreasing as the value ofx increases - the larger x becomes the 
smaller y becomes; and the smaller x becomes, the larger y becomes. A value of r equal 
to + 1 also indicates a perfect linear relationship between the sample values, but one in 
which the value ofy increases as x increases. If there is no linear relationship between 
the sample values of x and y, then r will have a value near zero" (See Figure 5) (Hayslett, 
108, 1968). 
Testing the Data for Statistical Significance 
The next step in examining the variables to determine whether the correlation 
coefficient is statistically significant at an alpha level of .05. If the test statistic falls 
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FIGURE 5 
EXAMPLES OF LINEAR RELATIONSHIPS 
ON SCATTER DIAGRAMS 
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outside of the curve or out on the tail, then our test is statistically significant. If however 
the test statistic falls inside the curve or under the bell than we have to reject our research 




t is the test statistic, which will be compared to the table value; 
r/ is the coefficient of determination; and 
1 - rP
2 
is the residual, which refers to the proportion of variance not 
explained between the dependent and independent variables. 
Once the test statistic is determined it is compared with a table at an alpha level of 0.05, 
and where the degrees of freedom equals (N -2) or (40-2) = 38. 
Results 
People and Cars 
The first pair of variables examined was people and cars where people is the 
dependent variable and cars is the independent variable. It was assumed that since 
automobiles constitute a major form of transportation they would play a key role in 
determining the amount of people visiting a site. An examination of the scatter diagram 
(See figure 7) shows that there is a linear relationship between the two variables. The two 
outliers to the right of the diagram represent sites with parking spaces numbering 
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FIGURE 6 
AREAS UNDER THE CURVE 
One tailed at an alpha level of 0.05 
Two tailed with alpha levels of 0.025 
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upwards of thirteen spaces. This would explain the high number of cars and people. The 
cluster of sites located where the x and y axis meet constitute sites with fewer parking 
opportunities. The group of sites in the middle range of the scatter diagram represent 
sites with parking space categories of seven to thirteen. 
On the assumption that there was indeed a relationship a Pearson Correlation was 
then performed, resulting in an r value of 0.866. As the r value is positive and close to 
one, there is a strong positive linear relationship, where as the number of cars increases 
the number of people increases. 
Plugging the correlation coefficient, or the r value into the test statistic equation, 
provides a test statistic of 10.46. When comparing this to the table value of 4.08, it can 
be concluded that the test statistic is statistically significant since the table value is less 
than the test statistic. 
People and Parking Spaces 
The next pair of variables examined was people and parking spaces, where people 
was the dependent variable, and parking spaces was the independent variable. Another 
assumption was that parking spaces would play a key role regarding how many people 
utilized a particular right of way, since there should be a strong correlation between the 
number of people and the number of cars. A glance of the scatter diagram (See Figure 8) 
reveals strong linear relationship between people and parking spaces. Close to where the 
x and y axis meet, there is a large cluster which represents sites with fewer parking 
opportunities. The plots rise positively over the x axis as the number of spaces increases, 
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On the assumption that there was indeed a relationship, a Pearson Correlation was 
performed resulting in an r value of 0.856. As the r value is again positive and close to 
one, there is a strong positive relationship where as the number of spaces increases the 
number of people also increases. 
Plugging the correlation coefficient or r value into the test statistic equation, provides 
a value oftest statistic of 10.15. Comparing this to the table value of 4.08, it can 
concluded that the test statistic is statistically significant, since the table value is less than 
the test statistic. 
People and Population 
The third pair of variables examined was people as the dependent variable and 
population as the independent variable. The assumption here is that the more people 
living in a town the higher the utilization rate will be. It was also thought that if the 
utilization rate went up as town populations went up, this might give a clue as to who was 
using the ROW s. In such a case, it would be the townspeople utilizing their townships' 
ROWs. Population figures were retrieved from the Rhode Island Economic Development 
Center's (RIEDC) web site, which is based on information gathered from the 2000 
United States Census. After examining the scatter diagram (See Figure 9), it was difficult 
to discern if there was a relationship or not. However two towns (Warren and East 
Greenwich) seemed to gamer the fewest number of people. On the other hand, Warwick 
with a population of 86,000 only averaged about fifty people per site. South Kingstown 
with a population of 28,000 was an outlier, averaging close to 450 people. This was 
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A Pearson Correlation was performed resulting in an r value of 0.051. As the r value 
is very close to zero, it would appear that there was no relationship between the two 
variables. 
Plugging the correlation coefficient into the test statistic equation results in a test 
statistic of 0.314. Comparing this to the table value of 4.08, it is concluded that the test 
statistic is not statistically significant since its table value is greater than the test statistic. 
People and Population Density 
After finding no statistical significance between people and population, it was 
thought that perhaps population density might play a role in determining utilization rates 
ofROWs. The rationale behind this is that as the population density (in this case the 
number of people per square mile) increases, more people will be apt to use local ROWs. 
Again the density figures come from the (RIEDC), utilizing 2000 Census information. 
Observing the scatter diagram (See Figure 10), it appeared that there was no relationship 
whatsoever. The Town South Kingstown was once again an outlier, influenced by the 
fact that it possessed over thirty parking spaces. Towns with high densities, such as 
Newport and East Providence, attracted very poor amounts of people, averaging below 
fifty people per site. No Pearson Correlation was run. 
People and House Values 
The fifth pairing was people as the dependent and the median house price for a single 
family home as the independent variable. The assumption here was that as the property 
values in towns increase, the utilization rate would go down. The reason for this would 
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keep the public from using the paths next to their expensive homes. This has been an 
issue in the past where many signs have been taken down and pathways obscured. Again 
the data came from the (RIEDC) utilizing the 2000 Census. 
From observations of the scatter diagram, it appears as though there is very little 
relationship between the two variables (See Figure 11 ). Once again, South Kingstown 
was the outlier capturing over 400 people. East Greenwich, with the highest housing 
values at $280,000 captured the fewest people with an average of close to zero. The ten 
categories falling between $100,000 and $200,000 all averaged between O and 200 
people. A Pearson Correlation was run resulting in an r value of -0.105. As this value is 
close to zero, it appears as though there is little relationship between the two variables. 
Plugging the correlation coefficient into the test statistic equation results in a test 
statistic of -4.07. Comparing this to the table value of 4.08, it can conclude that the test 
statistic is not significant, since the table value is slightly greater than the test statistic 
Cars and Spaces 
The second stage of the analysis examined factors that might influence the number of 
cars found at ROWs. After the initial analysis of people and cars proved to be 
statistically significant, it confirmed the assumption that cars play a major role in 
determining the amount of people utilizing ROWs. Thus, the factors influencing how 
many cars can be found at ROW s were next examined. 
It was assumed that the most important factor influencing how many cars could be 
found at a site was its number of parking spaces. Thus, ROWs with many spaces should 
attract more cars, and ultimately bring more people. On the other hand, ROWs with few 
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FIGURE 11 
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spaces and "NO PARKING" signs should have few cars and fewer people using the 
easements. After viewing the scatter diagram (See Figure 12), it appeared that there was 
a strong positive linear relationship between cars and spaces, as the plots resulted in what 
was almost a straight line. Once again, there was a large cluster at where the x and y axis 
meet. This is not surprising as these were sites with fewer parking opportunities. As the 
number of spaces increased, so did the number cars observed, ending with the outlier 
(Bristol), which had over 30 spaces. 
On the assumption that there was indeed a relationship, a Pearson Correlation was 
performed resulting in an r value of 0.856. Since the r value is positive and close to one, 
there is a direct linear relationship between the two variables, where as the number of 
spaces increases the number of cars also increases. Plugging the r value into the test 
statistic equation provides a test statistic of 10.15. Comparing this to the table value of 
4.08, it can be concluded that the test statistic is statistically significant since the table 
value is less than the test statistic. 
Cars and Population 
The next pair of variables examined was cars as the dependent variable and 
population as the independent variable. The assumption here was that towns with larger 
populations would have more spaces available for people to park. Observing the scatter 
diagram (See Figure 13), it appeared that there was a slight chance of a direct 
relationship. However, Warwick, with a population of 86,000, averaged less than 50 
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On the assumption that there might be a linear relationship, a Pearson Correlation 
was executed, resulting in an r value of 0.032. As the r value is close zero, there appears 
to be no linear relationship. 
Plugging the correlation coefficient into the test statistic equation, results in a test 
statistic of 0.198. Comparing this to the table value of 4.08, it can be concluded that the 
test statistic is not significantly significant, since the table value is greater than the test 
statistic. 
Cars and Population Density 
The next pair of variables examined was cars and population density. As in people 
and population density, it was assumed that towns with greater amounts of people per 
square mile would have higher numbers of cars, resulting in more parking spaces made 
available. However, after viewing the scatter diagram, there appeared to be little if any 
relationship (See Figure 14). South Kingstown again fared well, averaging over 300 cars. 
Newport, with a population density of 26,000, fared poorly only averaging about ten cars. 
No Pearson Correlation was executed. 
Cars and House Values 
The final pair of variables examined were cars as the dependent variable and housing 
values as the independent variable. It was assumed that towns with higher median house 
prices for a single family home would have less spaces, as waterfront property owners do 
not wish to have people parking around their expensive houses. However, after seeing 
the scatter diagram (See Figure 15), it appeared as ifthere was little relationship between 
the two. East Greenwich, with a house value of $280,000, fared poorly with few parking 
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opportunities, averaging only about ten cars. South Kingstown, with a house value of 
$153,000, fared the best, averaging close to 300 cars. The eight towns with values of 
between $100,000 and $200,000 averaged between zero and 75 cars. 
On the assumption that there still might be a relationship, a Pearson Correlation was 
performed resulting in an r value of -0.065. Since this value is close to zero, there is little 
relationship whatsoever. 
Plugging the correlation coefficient into the test statistic equation results in a test 
statistic of -0.40. Comparing this to the table value of 4.08, it can be concluded that the 
test statistic is not significant, since the table value is greater than the test statistic. 
Analysis of Binary Data 
Signs and Maintenance 
Two important variables that were left out of the analyses above were sites with and 
without signs, and sites that were or were not maintained. The reason that these two 
variables were left out of the scatter diagrams and correlations is because the information 
pertaining to these is binary (yes or no). 
At the beginning of the field study, sites that were included in the study were 
recorded as either having signs denoting public utility or not having them. Sites that 
appeared to be maintained were recorded as such and sites that appeared overgrown or 
obscured were recorded as not maintained. 
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Signs/No Signs 
Out of the forty sites in the study, there was a fifty/fifty split, where twenty ROW s 
possessed signs and twenty did not. The total number of people visiting all forty sites 
during the duration of the fifteen-day study amounted to 2496. Of the 2496 people, 1907 
visited sites that were marked (1907 I 2496 = 76.40%) (See Figure 16). Those visiting 
sites that were not marked amounted to (589 / 2496 = 23.59%). 
Over the course of the fifteen days the average daily amount of visitors to ROWs 
with signs was (1907 people)/ (20 sites* 15 days)= 6.35 people. The average number 
of people visiting sites without signs was (589 people)/ (20 sites* 15 days)= 1.96. 
From the information gathered, it appears as though people are three times more likely to 
visit sites, which are clearly designated with a sign (See Figure 17). 
The total number of cars visiting the sites over the course of the study was 2039. The 
number of cars found at sites with signs was 1602. Converted into a percentage this 
amounts to (1602 I 2039 = 78.56%) (See Figure 18). The number of cars found at sites 
that did not have signs was 437 and (437 / 2039 = 21.43%). During the fifteen days, the 
daily average number of cars found at sites with signs was (1602 cars) / (20 sites * 15 
days)= 5.34. The average number of cars found at ROWs without signs was (437 cars)/ 
(20 sites* 15 days)= 1.45 Judging from this information, it appears as though there are 
almost four times as many cars found at sites that have signs as opposed to those which 
do not (See Figure 19). 
Maintained/Not Maintained 
Out of the forty sites included in the study, thirty-one appeared to be maintained and 
nine appeared to be overgrown or obscured. Once again, the total number of people 
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FIGURE 18 
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visiting the forty sites was 2496. The average number of people visiting the thirty-one 
sites that were maintained were (2316 people) I (31 sites * 15 days) = 4.98 people per 
day. The average number of people visiting sites that were not maintained were (180 
people)/ (9 sites* 15 days)= 1.33. Broken down into a percentage this amounts to 
(4.98) I (4.98 + 1.33) = 79 percent visiting maintained and (1.33) / (4.98 + 1.33) = 21 
percent visiting sites that were not maintained (See Figure 20). It can be concluded that 
sites that are maintained are close to four times as likely to attract people as sites that are 
not maintained (See Figure 21 ). 
The total number of cars observed at the forty sites over the course of the study was 
2039. Observations revealed that 1842 cars were found at the maintained sites and 197 
were found at the unmaintained sites. The daily average number of cars found at sites that 
were maintained amounted to (1842 cars)/ (31 sites* 15 days)= 3.96 cars per site. The 
daily average number of cars found at sites that were not maintained was (197 cars)/ (9 
sites* 15 days)= 1.45 cars per site. Converted into a percentage this amounts to (3.96) / 
(3.96 + 1.45) = 73 percent appearing at maintained sites and (1.45) I (3.96 + 1.45) = 27 
percent found at ROWs that were not maintained (See Figure 22). Sites that are 
maintained are close to four times as likely to be found having cars, as opposed to sites 
that are not maintained (See Figure 23). 
Usage Rate Computations 
Parking Space Usage Rates 
Although there was a strong correlation between the number of people visiting sites 
and the number of parking spaces available at sites, another step was taken in order to 
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FIGURE 22 
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find out how important of a role parking spaces played in attracting the public. It was 
interesting to note that the amount of cars and people observed at the sites was 2496 
people to 1919 cars or 1.3 people to every car. In light of this, and the fact that the 
number of sites possessing the different parking attributes differed, a car to parking space 
usage rate was realized. The rate was computed as follows: 
where: 
0 I (S * P * D) = Parking Space Usage Rate. 
0 is the number of observed cars; 
S is the number of sites per parking space category; 
P is the number of parking spaces in that category; and 
D is the number of days the site was observed. 
For the category of one to three parking spaces there were (12 sites)* (2 spaces) * 
(15 days)= 360 available parking spaces. Taking the number of observed cars (95) / 
(360) = 26 percent usage rate. Category four to six spaces= (9 * 5 * 15) = 675 available 
spaces, and (133) / (675) = 20 percent usage rate. Category seven to twelve spaces= (3 * 
10 * 15) = 450 available spaces, and (129) / (450) = 29 percent usage rate. Category 
thirteen plus spaces= (6 * 25 * 15) = 2250 available spaces. (1680) / (2250) = 75 percent 
usage rate (See Figure 24). Surprisingly one of the most impressive numbers was the ten 
sites with no parking spaces at all, as it captured 433 people. As the car to people ratio 
was almost one to one, this would almost equal 333 cars. This more than equaled the 
amount of people and almost equaled the amount of cars observed at the twenty-four sites 
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371 people and 357 cars (See figure 25). The second most impressive number was the 
six sites with thirteen plus parking spots, which attracted 1692 people and 1680 cars with 
a 7 5 percent usage rate. 
Questionnaire Results 
Over the course of the study one hundred people were approached at random and 
asked a few questions in hopes of getting a general idea about how they arrived at the 
sites, by what means, and how they knew about the sites. No special attention was paid 
to which sites were included, except that the ones used had to include parking spaces. 
The reason for this was because there was a question relating to cars. 
The first question concerned the route they took to arrive at where they were. The 
three choices were SHORELINE, PATH/ROW, or WATER. Out of the hundred people, 
ninety-one answered by way of the ROW, and 9 said by way of walking the shoreline 
(See Figure 26). The next question dealt with by what means the people arrived. The 
answers were CAR, WALK, BOAT, OTHER. Seventy-nine people answered by car, 
fifteen said they walked, and six answered other, which turned out to be by bicycles (See 
Figure 27). If the people answered by way of a car, they were then asked as how many 
people were in their car. Out of the seventy-nine people who drove, sixty-two people 
said just one (themselves), eleven answered two, four said three people, and two said they 
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FIGURE 26 
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came to find out about the particular site they were at. The choices were MAP, WORD 
OF MOUTH, SIGN, OTHER. Out of the hundred participants, forty-seven answered 
other, and explained that they had more or less always known about the site. Some of the 
forty-seven went on to say that signs made the sites easier to locate after not visiting them 
for a while. Nineteen answered word of mouth. Thirty-four said they initially found the 
sites by stumbling onto them and seeing the signs denoting public access (See Figure 29). 
SAS Stepwise Procedure 
The next step in examining the data, which could possibly affect turnout for 
particular sites, involved using a SAS stepwise procedure. What this procedure did was 
take into account all of the different independent variables (See page 32) to help explain 
how they affect the number of people (dependent variable) at a site. 
Once the procedure was accomplished, the results were given in ranked order with 
those variables with the highest R-Square coming in at the top of the list. The amount of 
variance explained by the dependent variable people and independent variable multiplied 
by 100 equals the percentage explained. The variables, which made the final rank, were 
the ones, which met the 0.05 significance level criteria. The results are as follows. 
Parking Spaces 
The amount of variance explained by parking spaces was 0.73 or 73 percent. Our 















Source: Author's Field Questionnaire. 
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amount of people. This would make sense, because parking (which thirty sites 
possessed) makes it easier for people to gain access. 
Sun Bathing 
Sun bathing explained an additional eight percent of the relationship, which is quite a 
bit considering only five sites were categorized as sun bathing beaches. This is probably 
because at a sun bathing beach people are much more readily observed, as the visitors are 
most likely to be found staying in the vicinity of the ROW itself unlike a ROW where 
people might be off hiking or boating and not be taken into account. The parameter 
estimate was also positive for sun bathing, which means the amount of people found 
using a site will probably go up if sun bathing is possible. 
Boat Launch 
The amount of variance explained by having a boat launch was an additional four 
percent, which is notable as only seven sites had this characteristic. However, the 
parameter estimate was negative. The fact that the amount of people observed goes down 
as the amount of launches goes up might be explained by the fact that most people at a 
boat launch site would be out on the water and not readily observed. 
Maintained 
The thirty-one maintained sites explained another one percent of the relationship. 
The parameter estimate was positive which means as the number of maintained sites 
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increases, the chance of observing people at them also increases. This would make sense 
because a maintained site is easier to access and enjoy. 
Cobble Beach 
Fifteen cobble beach sites account for another one percent of the variance. Our 
parameter estimate is negative which means as the number of cobble beaches increases 
the amount of people found at them decreases. This might be because cobble beaches are 
not the most favorite spots to hang out or because people might keep walking and are not 
present in the vicinity. 
Swimming 
The likelihood of swimming was found at twenty of the forty sites. And swimming 
explains another one percent of the variance. The parameter estimate is also positive 
which means as the amenity of swimming increases the number of people observed also 
increases. This might be because people would be more readily observed at a site where 
they are swimming and hanging out. 
Picnicking 
Fourteen sites out of the forty included in the study had spots suitable for picnicking. 
Picnicking explained another one percent of the variance. The parameter estimate was 
negative so as the number of sites with picnicking increases, the number of people 
observed decreases. This might be because people are found picnicking only at certain 
times of the day and as the day goes on less are likely to be observed. 
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Marsh 
Five sites of the forty observed had marshes. Sites with marshes accounted for less 
that one percent of the variance. The parameter estimate was negative probably because 
few people actually stay in the vicinity of the ROW at marshy sites, but rather hike 
around or enjoy the wildlife. 
Harbor 
Thirteen sites had harbors. Harbor sites added less than one percent to the variance. 
The parameter estimate was negative. This is probably true because at harbors people are 
more likely to be out in a small boat or walking around enjoying the views and not 
readily observed. 
Marked 
Half of the forty sites were marked. Marked sites made up less than one percent of 
the variance. The parameter was negative. This is hard to explain, but perhaps at marked 
sites, people feel more comfortable to go about and do their own thing and not be as 
readily observed. At sites without signs, perhaps people stick around because they are 
afraid of getting their automobiles ticketed. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Providence Journal has boasted "R.I home prices growing at fourth highest rate 
in the U.S."(Providence Journal, E-1, 2002). The article goes on to post the median 
value price changes for single-family homes for the years 2001 and 2002 (See Table 3). 
If one takes into consideration the astronomical prices for waterfront homes and property, 
then it is safe to say that dedicating additional public ROWs will become much more 
difficult as time goes on. That is why it is so important for Rhode Island to do as much 
as it can with the ROW s it already possesses. 
In going about the field study, it was obvious that ROWs do in fact possess many 
different characteristics. After performing a statistical analysis, it became even more 
evident that certain characteristics are more important than others in attracting the public. 
The general hypothesis that site characteristics will affect the number of people attracted 
to certain sites is accepted. However this is a very simplified idea and one that was 
divided further into the following sub-hypotheses. 
The first sub-hypothesis posed, was that the number of people visiting unmarked 
sites would be significantly less than the number visiting marked sites. Again, the 
reasoning behind this was that, if a site was unmarked no one would know where it is or 
even know if it was public or not. Even if people did know where a site was, they might 
be reluctant to use it or park near it, if it was lacking a sign stating that the site was 
indeed public. After examining the results, it became evident that this was in fact the 
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without. Not surprisingly, such sites garnered most of the cars (79%) that were observed 
as well. Thus, this hypothesis can be accepted. At the outset of this study, it was also 
assumed that sites that were not marked would also be unmaintained. At the conclusion 
of the study this turned out to be true, as seven of the nine unmaintained sites were 
without markers. 
The second sub-hypothesis posed the idea that the number of people visiting sites 
with fewer parking spaces would be significantly less than those with more spaces. Once 
again, the reasoning behind this is that the more parking spaces there are, the easier it is 
for people to visit the sites. Parking spaces also serve as a sort of advertisement for the 
casual passerby, stating that a site is public, and that it is all right to utilize the spot. Upon 
examining the initial correlation results, this appeared to be the case. But, after 
examining the data further, the original assumption that the number of people visiting 
sites with more parking spaces would be greater was not the case. For instance, 433 of 
the 2,496 people observed during the study were found utilizing the ten sites with no 
parking at all available. The twelve sites with limited or one to three parking spaces only 
attracted 105 people. The nine sites with medium parking or four to six spaces only 
attracted 100 people. And the three sites with seven to twelve parking spaces attracted 
166 people. Adding up the amount of people visiting the twenty-four sites that 
comprised these three categories amounted to a mere 371 people as opposed to 433 
people visiting the ten sites with no parking available. This is hardly what was expected 
at the outset of the research. It was only when the number of spaces rose to thirteen plus, 
that the number of people observed jumped to 1,692. The computation of the usage rate 
for the five parking categories also reinforces the phenomenon stated above. The three 
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categories with anywhere from one to twelve spots only had a 26 percent, 20 percent, and 
29 percent parking rate (respectively). The ten sites with no spaces at all on the other 
hand, garnered an impressive 433 people with no cars to bring them there. Another 
impressive pair of numbers was the 1,692 people and 1,680 cars that were found at the 
six sites with thirteen plus spots amounting to a 75 percent usage rate. Because of the 
opposing figures stated above, the hypothesis that usage will go up as the number of 
parking spaces goes up has to be rejected. The reason so many people utilize the sites 
with thirteen plus spots is probably due to the sites being very well known and popular 
and also because of the fact that they are easily recognized as public to people driving by. 
The smaller sites with no spaces are probably well known in their general neighborhoods, 
where people are in walking distance and can make use of them. It is doubtful if anyone 
outside a mile radius uses these. Why the three categories in the middle fared so poorly is 
not understood. It is interesting to note however, that the ratio of cars to people was 
almost one to one at sites offering parking. The questionnaire identified seventy-nine 
people driving while only fifteen walked, making it seem as though if given the chance 
people would rather drive to a site than walk. 
Sub-hypothesis number three stated that the number of people visiting poorly 
maintained sites would be significantly smaller that the number visiting maintained sites. 
Once again, the reasoning is simple. If a site is overgrown, then chances are it is 
unrecognizable as a public thoroughfare. An overgrown site also makes it difficult for 
those who do know the site is public just by the fact that it is hard to navigate and might 
pose a Lyme Disease threat. After examining the results of the field study, it became 
clear that significantly less people visit sites that are not maintained, as almost five 
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people per day visit maintained sites as opposed to less than one and a half visiting 
unmaintained sites. Thus, the hypothesis can be accepted. Also notable was the fact that 
the average number of cars visiting maintained sites was close to four as opposed to the 
number of cars found at unmaintained sites, which was one and a half. It is also 
interesting to note that once again, there is almost a one to one ratio between cars and 
people. 
The fourth sub-hypothesis stated that the number of people utilizing ROWs in towns 
with greater property values would be significantly less than those in towns with lesser 
values. Here it was thought that ROWs in more affluent towns might be harder to find 
because signs might mysteriously disappear, as people with expensive homes would not 
want the public around their homes. It was also surmised that parking would be scarcer 
in towns with higher property values. After looking at the results, the correlation showed 
very little relationship between the variables people and property values and the variable 
property value did not come up in any of the stepwise regression results. Thus, the 
hypothesis is rejected. 
The fifth sub-hypothesis was that towns with greater populations would receive 
significantly more utility than towns with lesser populations. The reason being is that the 
more people who lived in the town the higher the usage rate. After looking at the data, 
there appeared to be no correlation between people and population, and population did 
not appear on the stepwise regression. Thus, this hypothesis is rejected. 
The six and final sub-hypothesis was that towns with higher population densities 
would gamer significantly more visitors than towns with sparse populations. The 
thinking was that the more densely packed a town was the higher the utilization rate. A 
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look at the scatter diagram revealed that there was no relationship. Also, this variable did 
not enter the stepwise regression. Thus, this hypothesis is rejected. 
Once all of the sub-hypotheses and site characteristics had been examined it became 
clear that some variables outweighed others. Fortunately, the characteristics that seemed 
significant are the ones that something can be done about. For instance, sites possessing 
signs seemed to play an important role in attracting people. Unfortunately, half of the 
sites studied over the fifteen weeks had no markings at all. Erecting signposts would 
seem to be an easy and cheap fix for many underutilized ROWs. To thwart the threat of 
vandalism, larger or more substantial markers such as telephone pole type posts might be 
used. Hanging signs higher up on existing trees or telephone poles might work well also. 
Perhaps a law could be passed which ensures that municipalities properly mark sites. If 
more signs were erected and stayed in place more people would know about the sites and 
not feel as if they were trespassing. 
Although the number of parking spaces did not seem to play an especially important 
role, it is still thought that parking is important for anyone who does not live in the 
nearby area. It is essential that all ROW s have at least a space or two where someone 
from out of walking distance can park and enjoy the site without worrying about getting a 
ticket. The least that could be done is for townships to make sure that illegal "no 
parking" signs have not been erected. From first hand experience surfing and shell 
fishing, it is frustrating to drive up to an ROW only to find "no parking" signs. Even 
more frustrating is after a day of working the shore for clams, is finding a parking ticket 
on the car's windshield and abutting landowners threatening to have the vehicle towed. 
Perhaps no parking regulations could only be enforced during busy summer months, but 
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allowed during the off peak months. This might give some of the distant population a 
chance to enjoy spots which otherwise are only available to the nearby neighborhoods. 
Because maintenance makes a difference as to whether or not a site is used or not, it 
is a shame to see that nine or nearly 25 percent of the forty study sites were in bad shape. 
If forty is divided into the 216 public sites the result is 5.4 times. This number multiplied 
by the nine unmaintained sites results in close to fifty public sites, which may not be 
maintained. Municipalities should do more to keep ROWs in decent repair. It would 
most likely only take a few trips to a site each year by parks departments to insure that 
they remain navigable. In addition, it has been observed in Connecticut that the 4H Club 
maintains certain public picnic grounds. Perhaps Rhode Island's ROWs could be 
maintained in part by clubs such as the Cub/Boy/Girl Scouts, and 4H Club. This might at 
least insure that a future generation would know about the sites. Neighborhood 
associations could do their part in keeping the sites up. In fairness to abutting 
landowners, it was observed that at some sites there was assorted garbage, such as beer 
cans and broken bottles. More could be done to thwart these disturbances, such as setting 
up garbage cans and policing popular sites after hours. 
Finally, more could be done to make the public aware of the existing sites. One idea 
might be to post the sites a few times a year in the Providence Journal. Another way of 
informing the public would be to create a cheap newspaper like flier that lists all of the 
ROWs and their locations. This could then be distributed at places where large numbers 
of people (both in and out of towners) can be found, such as supermarkets and gas 
stations. 
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As Rhode Island's population continues to increase and its beaches become more and 
more crowded there will most likely be an upswing of people seeking alternate means of 
getting to the seashore. It is hoped that when this time comes that Rhode Island's ROWs 
will be up to handling the task. 
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Town 1: Westerly 
APPENDIX 
Test Sites 
Site 1: Bluff Avenue. This site is located on a busy road which leads to and from the 
center of town about a half mile down the road The center is upscale and caters to tourists 
with such attractions as seafood restaurants, an old carousel, and gift shops. There is NO 
PARKING at the ROW except for a pay parking lot a short walk down the road. The site 
is NOT MARKED. However, it IS MAINTAINED. The path leads to a popular sand 
beach with views of Block Island. 
Site 2: Manatuck Avenue. This ROW is located at the end ofManatuck Avenue. The 
site IS MARKED and appears to be MAINTAINED. However there is NO PARKING. 
Beyond this is a sandy path leading to a popular beach overlooking Block Island. 
Town 2: South Kingstown 
Site 3: Avondale Avenue. This site is fairly hard to recognize, as it is NOT 
MAINTAINED, NOT MARKED, and has NO PARKING. The narrow overgrown 
pathway leads to the shoreline of a harbor area. 
Site 4: Ocean Avenue. The ROW at Ocean Avenue IS MARKED, MAINTAINED, and 
has PARKING for up to forty cars. However there is a sign that stipulates the site can 
only be used for sunning and fishing and the DEM does give out tickets to cars with 
surfboards. The ROW is a short sandy path leading to a popular beach. 
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Town 3: Narragansett 
Site 5: Wandsworth Street. The ROW on Wandsworth is in the form of a dirt parking 
lot located where the street meets the Great Salt Pond. There is PARKING as well as 
parking along the grass along the street. This site is popular for launching small boats, 
which is probably why few people were observed there. The site is NOT MARKED and 
NOT MAINTAINED. 
Site 6: Knowlesway Extension. The Knowlesway ROW is well MAINTAINED, 
MARKED, and has PARKING. There is a manicured pathway and stairs, which lead to 
the Great Salt Pond. Attractions here include clam-flats, fishing and boating. 
Site 7: Hazard Avenue. The Hazard Avenue ROW is a popular MAINTAINED and 
MARKED ROW. It consists of a small path leading from the paved PARKING area to a 
granite coastline worn smooth from the sea. The site offers panoramic views as well as 
picnicking, fishing and hiking. 
Town 4: Jamestown 
Site 8: Capstan Street. This ROW is located at the end of Capstan Street. The site is 
NOT MARKED. There is very limited roadside PARKING with one no parking sign, 
which appears as though it was illegally placed. The abutting landowners MAINTAIN 
the path by mowing the lawn and keeping a narrow trail clear of brush. The trail leads to 
a rocky beach overlooking Narragansett Bay with views of the Jamestown Bridge. 
Site 9: Frigate Park. The Frigate Park ROW is still unresolved. However, it is a very 
popular ROW comprising a park abutting the bay. It is MARKED, has ample 
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PARKING, and is MAINTAINED. Activities here include fishing, picnicking, 
swimming, boating, and views of the Jamestown bridge and bay. 
Site 10: Garboard Street. This ROW consists of a very narrow pathway leading to a 
rocky beach, overlooking the bridge and bay. Activities here might include fishing as 
well as swimming. The site is NOT MARKED, NOT MAINTAINED, and appears to 
have very limited street side PARKING. 
Site 11: Spindrift Street. This ROW is NOT MAINTAINED and NOT MARKED. 
However there is a dirt PARKING area with a no parking sign, which appears to have 
been illegally placed. The narrow trail leads to a rocky beach on the bay. But it is 
heavily overgrown thus prohibiting pedestrians. 
Town 5: Newport 
Site 12: Poplar Street. This ROW provides roadside access to the harbor area. The 
ROW is NOT MARKED, but does have a few PARKING spaces along the water as well 
as the street. The site appears to be MAINTAINED and primarily used for small boat 
launches such as kayaks. 
Site 13: Chestnut Street. This ROW consists of two PARKING spaces as well as street 
side parking. The site is NOT MARKED but appears to be MAINTAINED. The 
primary use for this site seems to be for small boat launches. 
Site 14: Pine Street. The Pine Street ROW sits adjacent to a small park. The site is NOT 
MARKED but has limited PARKING. The site also appears to be MAINTAINED. This 
site offers easy access to the harbor especially for small boats. 
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Site 15: Van Zandt Park. This site features a pier, which is ideal for fishing and viewing 
the harbor. The site is MARKED and is MAINTAINED, but has NO PARKING. 
Town 6: Portsmouth 
Site 16: Child Street. This site is MARKED and MAINTAINED and has about three 
PARKING spaces. The ROW consists of a small path leading down to a cobble beach 
overlooking the bay. 
Site 17: Tallman Street South. This site consists of two PARKING spots. It is also 
MARKED and MAINTAINED. There is a narrow path leading to a cobble beach on the 
bay. 
Site 18: Tallman Street North. This site is MARKED and MAINTAINED. And there 
are two PARKING spaces. The ROW consists of a small path leading to a cobble beach 
overlooking a harbor area. 
Site 19: Fountain Street. This site is MARKED and MAINTAINED. However, there is 
NOP ARKING. The site consists of a short path leading to a rocky beach area on the 
bay. 
Site 20: Ruth Street. This site has a few PARKING spaces, is MARKED, and is 
MAINTAINED. This ROW consists of a narrow grass path passing between houses and 
leading to a rocky beach on the bay. 
Site 21: Seakonnett South. The site is MARKED and MAINTAINED and has a few 
PARKING spaces. This ROW is situated between two houses and leads to a rocky beach 
on the bay. 
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Site 22: Seakonnett North. This site features ample PARKING, is MAINTAINED, and 
is MARKED. The ROW appears to be popular for launching small boats. 
Site 23: Ivy Avenue. This is another ROW with a few PARKING spaces. The small 
path is MARKED and MAINTAINED and runs between two houses to a rocky beach on 
the bay. 
Town 7: Tiverton 
Site 24: Nannequit Bridge. This site consists of a bridge spanning the mouth of the 
N annequaket Pond. The spot is very popular for fishing. The spot is not MARKED and 
does not appear to be MAINTAINED. However there is PARKING for about ten cars in 
a dirt lot beside the bridge and abutting the waterway. 
Town 8: Bristol 
Site 25: Union Street. This site is NOT MARKED but appears to be MAINTAINED and 
has PARKING for about six cars. The ROW sits off a busy main street with shops and 
restaurants and leads to a grassy area along the harbor. 
Site 26: Constitution Street. This site is NOT MARKED and has PARKING for about 
two cars. It seems to be MAINTAINED but is in an industrial type of setting 
overlooking the harbor. 
Site 27: State Street. The State Street site has PARKING for about twelve cars but has a 
sign saying, "resident parking only". The site is NOT MARKED but appears to be 
MAINTAINED. The ROW consists of a bulkhead area abutting the harbor. 
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Town 9: Warren 
Site 28: Franklin Street. This site has PARKING for about sixty cars. It is 
MAINTAINED and is MARKED. The ROW consists of a large grassy waterfront park, 
which is popular for picnicking, volleyball, cookouts, fishing, sunning, and swimming. 
Site 29: Beach Road. This site is NOT MARKED but appears to be MAINTAINED. 
And there is PARKING for a few cars. The site consists of a narrow path leading to a 
tiny beach on the Warren River. 
Site 30: Maple Street. This ROW is NOT MARKED. There are a few PARKING 
spaces and the site is MAINTAINED. The ROW consists of a narrow path leading to a 
small rocky area overlooking the Warren River. 
Site 31: Patterson Street. This site is NOT MARKED, NOT MAINTAINED and has 
NO PARKING. It consists of an overgrown path leading to a marshy area located at the 
end of a dead end street. 
Site 32: Parker Street. This site is NOT MARKED, NOT MAINTAINED, and has NO 
PARKING. The small path, which leads to a marshy area, is very overgrown and hardly 
noticeable. 
Town 10: East Providence 
Site 33: First Beachway. This ROW is MARKED and MAINTAINED and possesses 
PARKING. Activities here include picnicking overlooking the harbor and small boat 
launching capabilities. 
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Site 34: Third Beachway. This ROW is MARKED, MAINTAINED, and has ample 
PARKING. Activities at this harbor side ROW include picnicking, fishing, launching 
small boats, and ball playing. 
Town 11: East Greenwich 
Site 35: King Street. The King Street ROW is MARKED but has NO PARKING and is 
NOT MAINTAINED. It is also hard to decipher where exactly the ROW is as there is 
only a parking lot for a restaurant and people who own boats in the cove. 
Site 36: Long Street. This ROW is MARKED, is MAINTAINED, and has PARKING. 
The primary use here seems to be launching small boats. Fishing off the bulkheads into 
the cove is also an activity. 
Town 12: Warwick 
Site 37: Ives Road. This site is MARKED, MAINTAINED, and has a nice paved 
PARKING lot for about fifteen cars. The short ROW leads to a sandy beach on the bay. 
Activities here might include sunning, fishing, and swimming. 
Site 38: Elkins Avenue. This ROW is NOT MARKED, NOT MAINTAINED, and has 
limited PARKING. The hardly noticeable path leads to a sandy beach on the bay. 
Activities here might include fishing, swimming, and sunning. 
Site 39: Beachwood Street. This ROW is NOT MARKED and has NOP ARKING. 
However, it appears to be MAINTAINED. One might be able to launch a small boat here 
or go walking. 
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Site 40: Sawyer Street. This site is NOT MARKED, has NO PARKING but appears to 




Borough of Neptune City v. Borough of Avon, 294A.2d 47 N.J 1972. 
Britter, William. Oral Testimony, Coastal Resource Management Council Hearing on 
Jamestown Public Rights of Ways. Jamestown, R.I: November 19, 1997. 
The California Coastal Trail. http://www.sonic.net/coastwa1k/cct.htm1, March 4, 2000. 
Christie, Donna R. Coastal and Ocean Management Law in a Nutshell. St. Paul Minn., 
Doubleday and Company Inc. 1991. 
Coastal Resource Management Council Briefing 49/50: July through October. 
Wakefield, R.I, Coastal Resource Management Council, 1987. 
Coastal Resource Management Council, Designation of Public Rights of Ways to the 
Tidal Areas of the State: Progress Report for July 1998 through June 1999, Coastal 
Resource Management Council Subcommittee, Wakefield, R.I, 1999. 
Coastal Resource Management Council, Designing a Coastal Public Access Program 
for the Ocean State: A Post Nolan Assessment /Division of Planning, R.I Department 
of Administration Technical Paper. No. 132, February, 1988. 
Coastal Zone management Act of 1972, 32 USCA, Washington, D.C, U.S Govt. 
Printing Office, 1972. 
Daniels v. Blake, 99 A 2d 7 R.I, 1991. 
Cute, Kevin. Personal Correspondence, March 27, 2000. 
Daytona Beach v. Tona-Rama Inc., 271 So.2d 765 App. Fla. 1973. 
Dreyfoos, William W. Planning for Beach Access: A Manual for Florida 
Governments. UNC Sea Grant, North Carolina State University, June 1978. 
Ducsik, Dennis W. Shoreline For the Public: A Handbook of Social, Economic, and 
Legal Considerations Regarding Public Recreational Use of the Nation's Shoreline. 
Cambridge, Mass., MIT Press, Report No. MITSG 74-16, 1974. 
Ellsworth, Karen. Rights of Ways facing Long, Rocky Path to Success. Providence 
Journal. December 3rd, pp. Cl, C3. 1978. 
Garretson, Albert H. The Land Sea Interface of the Coastal Zone of the United States: 
Legal Problems Arising Out of Multiple Use Conflicts of Private and Public Rights 
and Interests. Springfield, Va. National Technical Information Service. 1968. 
97 
General Laws of Rhode Island. 46-23-6, Washington, D.C. Library of Congress, 1995. 
Giangiacomo, Anthony. Rights of Ways to the Shore: Final report of the Chairman. 
Providence, R.I, State House. Pp. 2-11, March 1976. 
Gion v. City of Santa Cruz, 456 P.2d 50 Cal. 1970. 
Greater Providence Chamber of Commerce et al. V. State of Rhode Island, 94-153-A 
PC 1476. 1995. 
Hall v. Nascimento, 594 A.2d 874, R.11991. 
Hayslett, H.T. Statistics Made Simple. Garden City, New York, 1968. 
Illinois Central Railroad v. Illinois, 146 U.S. 387, 1892. 
Legislative History of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. Washington, D.C. 
Printing Office. 1976. 
Nixon, Dennis W. Evolution of Public Right and Private Rights to Rhode Island's 
Shore. Suffolk University Law Review. Vol. XXIV, No. 2 pp. 313- 329. 1990. 
Nixon, Dennis W. Opportunities for Enhancing Public Access to the New England 
Shore, Rhode Island Sea Grant White Paper Series. Pp. 1-3, 1992. 
Pogue, Pamela and Lee Virginia. Public Access to the Rhode Island Coast: A 
Selective Guide to Parks, Wildlife Refuges, Beaches, Fishing, Boat Ramps, Pathways, 
and Views Along Rhode Island's Coast. Kingston, R.I: University of Rhode Island 
Publications. 1993. 
Public Access to Maine Shoreline: A Workshop Discussion. Augusta, Maine. 
Department of Marine Resources Fisheries Information Series. pp. 1-45,1978. 
Public Rights of Ways Commission Report Briefing 7: Providence, R.I, Public Rights 
of Ways Commission, 1976. 
Public Support for the Coastal Zone Management Programs: The Implementation of 
the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. Washington, D.C, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1978. 
Rhode Island Constitution, Article I Section 17, Library of Congress. 
Rhode Island Map. http://www.1iedc.com/mcds/rimap.htm April 21, 2003 
Robinson, Mark. Beach Ownership and Public Access in Massachusetts. University of 
Rhode Island, Kingston, R.I: Thesis, Department of Marine Affairs. 1983. 
98 
State ex rel. Thornton v. Hay, 462 P.2d 671 Oregon. 1969. 
State of Rhode Island Coastal Resource Management Program. Providence, R.I, 
Coastal Resource Management Council, pp. 6-9, September 1977. 
Troberman, Bill. 2002 Third Quarter R.I Single-Family Home Sales. Providence 
Journal. October 29, pp. El, E4. 2002. 
Turrey, Hazel. Oral Testimony at Coastal Resource Management Council Hearing on 
Jamestown Public Rights of Ways. Jamestown, R.I: November 19, 1997. 
Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. Washington, D.C. Department of Commerce, 1986. 
West, Niels. Applied Statistics for Marine Affair Professionals. Westport, Ct. Praeger 
Publications. 1996. 
99 
